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DETAILED ACTION 



Drawings 

1 . The drawings are objected to as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1 .84(p)(5) 
because they include the following reference characters not mentioned in the 
description: "1.3.5.1". "1.3.99.1". "1.9.3.1". and "1.10.2.2" in Figure 6; "1.3.5.1". 
"1.3.99.1". "1.6.5.3". "1.9.3.1". and "1.10.2.2" in Figures 7-9; and "1.10.2.2" in Figure 11. 
Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d). or amendment to the 
specification to add the reference characters in the description in compliance with 37 
CFR 1.121 (b) are required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the 
application. Any amended replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures 
appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being 
amended. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an application must be 
labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will be 
notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next Office action. The 
objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 



Specification 

2. The use of the trademarks JAVA. SUN MICROSYSTEMS, SOLARIS, 
WINDOWS, MAC. LINUX. ORACLE. SQL SERVER, and J-INTEGRA has been noted in 
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this application. Tliey should be capitalized wherever they appear and be accompanied 
by the generic terminology. 

Although the use of trademarks is pemiissible in patent applications, the 
proprietary nature of the marks should be respected and every effort made to prevent 
their use in any manner \Nh\ch might adversely affect their validity as trademarks. 

Claim Objections 

3. Claims 5, 9. 12-28, 35, 43, 47, 50-66, 69, and 72-73 are objected to because of 
the following informalities: 

a) claims 5, 16, 43, 54, and 69: the phrase "an histology data" should be 
changed to -a histology data- 

b) claims 9, 20, 35, 47, and 58: the phrase "to a standard" should be changed to 
-to the standard- 

c) claim 12 and 50: the phrase "the data are displayed" should be changed to 
-the data is displayed- 

d) claim 72: the phase "claim 50" should be changed to -claim 67- 

Any claim not specifically addressed, above, is being objected to as incorporating 
the deficiencies of a claim upon which it depends. 
Appropriate corrections are required. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 
The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 
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The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claims 1 1 , 16, 20. 23. 25, 27-38, 43. 47. 49. 54. 58. 63. and 65-76 are rejected 

under 35 U.S.C. 112. second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly 

point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the 

invention. 

a) Claims 11, 27-29, 49, and 65-67 recite the limitation "the interaction". There 
is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in these claims. 

b) Claims 16, 31, 43, 54, 69, and 75 recite the limitation "the group". There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in these claims. 

c) Claims 20, 35, 47, 58, and 73 recite the limitation "the stack". There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in these claims. 

d) Claim 23 depends on claim 14. Because claim 15 recites the same limitation 
as claim 23 and is dependent on claim 14, it is believed that claim 23 was intended to 
depend on claim 22. Claim 23 has been treated as such for the remainder of this Office 
Action. 

d) Claim 25 and 63 recite the limitation "the graphical display type". There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in these claims. 
Appropriate corrections are required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
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A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

5. Claims 1-7, 10-18. 21-24. 26-33, 36, 38-45. 48-56. 59-62, 64-71. 74. and 76 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being clearly anticipated by Thalhammer-Reyero 
(US # 5,980,096). 

For independent claim 1 , Thalhammer-Reyero teaches a computer-implemented 
method for displaying data comprising: 

a) providing an icon representative of a single data measurement (column 6. 
lines 46-49 and 53-55; simple value); 

b) shading the icon with color, wherein color hue indicates directionality of 
change relative to a standard (column 38, lines 36-41 and column 39. lines 27-39); 

c) adjusting color saturation In the shaded icon when the single data 
measurement is changed relative to the standard, wherein amount of color indicates 
degree of change relative to the standard (column 39. lines 27-39); and 

d) displaying the icon generated by steps (a) through (c) singularly or with a 
plurality of icons generated by steps (a) through (c) (column 14 lines 37-41 & 53-54 and 
column 26, lines 51-56). 

Claim 39 claims a system, but it is similar In scope to claim 1, and is therefore 
rejected under similar rationale. 

As per claim 2, Thalhammer-Reyero teaches the method of claim 1 , wherein the 
color shading of step (b) is red, green, or gray color (column 82, line 53; gray). 
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Claims 13, 40, and 51 are similar in scope to claim 2, and are therefore rejected 
under similar rationale. 

As per claim 3, Thalhammer-Reyero teaches the method of claim 1 . wherein the 
data measurement is stored as a numeric value (column 48, lines 37-38) in a data 
source (column 48, lines 39-40). 

Claims 14, 41, and 52 are similar in scope to claim 3, and are therefore rejected 
under similar rationale. 

As per claim 4, Thalhammer-Reyero teaches the method of claim 3, wherein the 
data source is a database (column 48, lines 39-40). 

Claims 15, 42, and 53 are similar in scope to claim 4, and are therefore rejected 
under similar rationale. 

As per claim 5, Thalhammer-Reyero teaches the method of claim 1 , wherein the 
data measurement is selected from the group consisting of a proteomics data 
measurement (column 53, lines 56-59; column 54, lines 18-20; and column 68, lines 5- 
41). 

Claims 16, 31, 43, 54, and 69 are similar in scope to claim 5, and are therefore 
rejected under similar rationale. 

As per claim 6, Thalhammer-Reyero teaches the method of claim 1 , wherein the 
icon is representative of a single metabolite (column 66, lines 31-34). 

Claims 17, 32, 44, 55, and 70 are similar in scope to claim 6, and are therefore 
rejected under similar rationale. 
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As per claim 7, Thalhammer-Reyero teaches the method of claim 1 , wherein the 
icon is representative of a single gene (column 54, line 40). 

Claims 18, 33, 45, 56, and 71 are similar in scope to claim 7, and are therefore 
rejected under similar rationale. 

As per claim 10, Thalhammer-Reyero teaches the method of claim 1, wherein 
icons representative of two or more data types are displayed simultaneously (column 
66, lines 31-36). 

Claims 21, 36, 48, 59, and 74 are similar in scope to claim 10, and are therefore 
rejected under similar rationale. 

As per claim 1 1 , Thalhammer-Reyero teaches the method of claim 3, wherein the 
interaction between the data source and the iconic display is dynamic (ABSTRACT, first 
two sentences). 

Claims 27, 49, and 65 are similar in scope to claim 1 1 , and are therefore rejected 
under similar rationale. 

For independent claim 12, Thalhammer-Reyero teaches a computer- 
implemented method for displaying biological sample data, wherein the data are 
displayed in a biological context (column 5, lines 47-48; column 17, lines 32-36; and 
FIGURE 25) comprising: 

a) providing an icon representative of a single data measurement (column 6, 
lines 46-49 and 53-55; simple value); 

b) shading the icon with color, wherein color hue indicates directionality of 
change relative to a standard (column 38, lines 36-41 and column 39, lines 27-39); 
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c) adjusting color saturation in the shaded icon when the single data 
measurement is changed relative to the standard, wherein amount of color indicates 
degree of change relative to the standard (column 39, lines 27-39); 

d) selecting a biological context (column 74, lines 28-30); 

e) displaying the biological context (column 5, lines 47-48; column 17, lines 32- 
36; and column 74, lines 28-30); and 

f) displaying the icon generated by steps (a) through (c) singularly or with a 
plurality of icons generated by steps (a) through (c) in a way that is representative of a 
relationship between the icon and the biological context (column 26, lines 51-56). 

Claim 50 claims a system, but it is similar in scope to claim 12, and is therefore 
rejected under similar rationale. 

As per claim 22, Thalhammer-Reyero teaches the method of claim 12, wherein 
the biological context is stored as alphanumeric values (column 40, lines 39-45; text 
string) in a data source (column 75, lines 61-66). 

Claim 60 is similar in scope to claim 22, and is therefore rejected under similar 
rationale. 

As per claim 23, teaches the method of claim 22, wherein the data source is a 
database (column 75, lines 61-66). 

Claims 30, 61 , and 68 are similar in scope to claim 23, and are therefore rejected 
under similar rationale. 
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As per claim 24, Thalhammer-Reyero teaches the method of claim 12, wherein 
the biological context is represented as a graphical display (column 74, lines 28-30 and 
FIGURE 12). 

Claim 62 is similar in scope to claim 24, and is therefore rejected under similar 
rationale. 

As per claim 26, Thalhammer-Reyero teaches the method of claim 12, wherein 
the biological context is a biochemical network (column 5, lines 18-21 and column 7, 
lines 45-48). 

Claims 38, 64, and 76 are similar in scope to claim 26, and are therefore rejected 
under similar rationale. 

As per claim 28, teaches the method of claim 22, wherein the interaction 
between the data source and the display of the biological context is dynamic (column 
32, lines 2-26). 

Claim 66 is similar in scope to claim 28, and is therefore rejected under similar 
rationale. 

For independent claim 29, teaches a computer-implemented method for 
supplying a biological context in which to display biological data (column 5, lines 47-48; 
column 17, lines 32-36; and FIGURE 25) comprising: 

a) providing at least one biological context stored as a set of alphanumeric 
values (column 40, lines 39-45; text string) in a data source (column 75, lines 61-66); 
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b) providing at least one type of graphical display of the biological context 
(column 74, lines 28-30 and FIGURE 12), wherein the interaction between the data 
source and the graphical display is dynamic (column 32, lines 2-26); 

c) selecting one biological context type for display (column 74, lines 28-30); 

d) providing at least one icon representative of at least one biological data 
measurement (column 6, lines 46-49 and 53-55; simple value)\ 

e) displaying the icon with the biological context in a way that is representative of 
a relationship between the icon and the biological context; and f) optionally, repeating 
steps (c) through (e) (column 26, lines 51-56). 

Claim 67 claims a system, but it is similar in scope to claim 29, and is therefore 
rejected under similar rationale. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 8-9, 19-20, 34-35, 46-47, 57-58, and 72-73 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 

103(a) as being unpatentable over Thalhammer-Reyero as applied to claims 1,12, 29, 

39, 50, and 67 above, and further in view of FRIESEN et al. (US PGPUB # 

2003/0097325 Al, "Friesen"). 
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As per claim 8, Thalhammer-Reyero teaches the icon is representative of a 
single gene (column 54, line 40). 

Thalhammer-Reyero, however, does not specifically teach that icons are 
displayed in a vertically stacked orientation. 

Friesen teaches icons to be displayed in a vertically stacked orientation 
(paragraph [0033]). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have placed the icons in a vertically stacked orientation as 
taught by Friesen in the display of Thalhammer-Reyero, because displaying biological 
data is very complex and can be extremely confusing to a human viewer. In some 
cases, there would have been multiple data measurements displayed for a single case. 
Therefore, the icons being stacked vertically would have allowed users to quickly make 
comparisons of the number of genes pertaining to a set of reactions simply by 
comparing the lengths of the icons. 

Claims 19, 34, 46, 57, and 72 are similar in scope to claim 8, and are therefore 
rejected under similar rationale. 

As per claim 9, Friesen teaches wherein iconic placement in the stack is 
determined by directionality and magnitude of change as compared to a standard 
(paragraph [0033]). 

Claims 20, 35, 47, 58, and 73 are similar in scope to claim 9, and are therefore 
rejected under similar rationale. 
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7. Claims 25. 37, 63, and 75 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious 
over Thalhammer-Reyero. 

As per claim 25, Thalhammer-Reyero teaches the method of claim 24, wherein 
the graphical display type is selected from the group consisting of hierarchical (column 
4. lines 1-11 and FIGURE 25) and orthogonal (FIGURE 31) 

Thalhammer-Reyero, however, does not specifically teach that the graphical 
display type could also have been selected from the group organic and circular. 

Official Notice is given that the use of organic and circular display types for 
biological data is notoriously known in the art. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made that it is merely a designer's 
implementation preference to use one display type over another. Displaying data in 
different ways visually would have allowed a person to draw more conclusions based on 
other representations. 

Claims 37, 63, and 75 are similar in scope to claim 25, and are therefore rejected 
under similar rationale. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

The following publications all have to do with displaying biological data: 
Bassett, Jr. et al. (US # 6,847,897 B1) 
Chamberlin et al. (US # 6,941,317 81) 
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Kehr et al. (US PGPUB # 2003/0036683 A1) 
Kim et al. (US PGPUB # 2002/0087275 Al) 
Castle et al. (US PGPUB # 2004/01 10193 Al) 
Kuchinsky et al. (US PGPUB # 2005/0027729 Al) 
Overbeek et al. (US PGPUB # 2002/0120602 Al) 
COFFIN et al. (WO 20041 14081 A2) 

The following publications all have to do with icons changing in color: 

Green et al. (US # 5,333.256) 

Markham et al. (US PGPUB # 2003/0158795 Al) 

Taylor (US PGPUB # 2002/0085001 Al) 

Peterson et al. (US # 5,819,245) 

Inquiries 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Samantha Urban whose telephone number is 571-272- 
0848. The examiner can normally be reached on M-Th 7:30-5PM; alternating Fridays. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kristine Kincaid can be reached on 571-272-4063. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

KRISTINE KINCAID 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 
TECHNOLOGY CENTER 2100 
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information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Infomiation Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more infomiation about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Samantha Urban 

Examiner 

Art Unit 2174 

SLU 



